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Mr. LAMALFA. Mr. Speaker, I appre-

ciate the opportunity to memorialize a 
friend who just passed away recently 
here in northern California. I knew her 
from Paradise, California. Her name 
was Hazel Reed. Everybody referred to 
her as Haze, and that is kind of the 
part of the fun of who she was. 

I know she enjoyed visiting our ranch 
on occasion and was always very active 
in our community with political-type 
issues and the standing up for the free-
dom and values that this country is 
founded on. And so I always appre-
ciated her greatly for her spirit, her 
feistiness, and that she would take the 
time out of her life to be involved in 
the political process and more impor-
tantly standing up for our community 
and its values. 

So again, I’m happy to at least at 
this date memorialize her, though we 
will miss her. Hazel Reed known as 
Haze from Paradise, California. So God 
bless her. 

f 

IRAN 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

PERRY). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2013, the 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. ROSKAM) 
is recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the majority leader. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. ROSKAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous materials on the sub-
ject of this Special Order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ROSKAM. Mr. Speaker, there are 

hinge points in history. There are 
times at which you can sense that his-
tory is moving almost on a hinge from 
one trajectory to another trajectory, 
and my sense and my observation is 
that the United States is experiencing 
such a hinge right now. 

Okay, what is the hinge? What is the 
change? What is going on? Here is what 
is happening. The administration has 
made a decision that is moving subtly 
in some ways, but I think the results 
are going to be very, very consequen-
tial and the subtleties will be lost, and 
we are going to be at a very different 
position. In other words, the hinge will 
move us from our current policy which 
says that Iran shall not be a nuclear 
power. That is the stated position of 
the United States. It is unambiguous. 
There is no ambiguity about that, at 
least not up until now. 

But the hinge that is changing is a 
direction that begins to say, well, 
maybe not. Maybe instead we need a 
policy of containment, and that is very 
dangerous, Mr. Speaker. That is a di-
rection that we ought not go. It is a di-
rection, unfortunately, that the Obama 
administration is leading us in right 
now, and I’m convinced it is a mistake. 

The House of Representatives has a 
responsibility as part of a coequal 

branch of government. We have 
worked, we have passed sanctions that 
are robust and dynamic that are not 
taken up by the false claim of the Ira-
nians, a false promise of future con-
duct. We need our colleagues on the 
other side of the rotunda to take on a 
very rigorous sanctions bill and to 
push back very, very aggressively. 

Because here is the thing: the Ira-
nians are allowed to enrich under this 
proposed deal. There is no investiga-
tion as it relates to the warheads. 
There is no investigation as it relates 
to their missile capacity. And so what 
is happening? The Iranians gain an ad-
vantage of time and money, and we 
squander both. This is the time when 
the United States needed to be clear 
and not ambiguous. 

So there are Members who are gath-
ered here today, Mr. Speaker, to talk 
about the seriousness of this issue, to 
admonish the administration and en-
courage them to change course; and we 
hope to highlight the significant na-
ture of this shift in American foreign 
policy that we are seeing lay out before 
us as we speak. 

So toward that end, I would be hon-
ored at this point to yield to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. SHERMAN), 
my colleague and friend. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

The political pundits are all focused 
on was this a good deal, was this a bad 
deal. But we’re not here in Congress to 
give a grade to the administration. We 
are here in Congress to decide what 
legislation should be passed. Congress 
is a policymaking body, although so 
often those in the administration think 
that we are, at most, advisers or crit-
ics; but let us take a look at this deal, 
and we’ll see that what we get out of 
this is at least overstated by its pro-
ponents. 

Because we are told that this halts 
their enrichment of uranium. It is true 
that it limits their 20 percent uranium; 
and Iran will not be making progress 
during the 6-month period of this deal 
toward its first bomb, but they will be 
making very substantial progress to-
ward their eighth, ninth, and 10th 
bomb. And Iran is not a nuclear power 
until they have some to hide, one or 
two to test. It is not their objective to 
have but one, because throughout this 
agreement it is very clear the cen-
trifuges keep spinning, the amount of 
low enriched uranium keeps growing; 
but we’re told that Iran will not be in-
creasing its stockpile. If you read the 
agreement, yes, they will, but they 
have to convert to uranium oxide 
metal, that which they produced dur-
ing the term of this agreement. 

There are some proponents of the 
agreement that say, Well, that means 
that they are neutralizing all that they 
produce under the agreement. That is 
hardly true. 

I have been the chair or ranking 
member of the Terrorism and Non-
proliferation Subcommittee since it 
was created in the early part of this 

century, and I have worked with the 
nonproliferation experts. The fact is 
that this uranium oxide, this huge new 
additional stockpile to be created over 
the next 6 months can be converted 
back to gaseous form and then en-
riched further. And converting it back 
to gaseous form will take only a couple 
of weeks. 

So this agreement provides that Iran 
makes substantial progress toward 
more low-enriched uranium, building 
its stockpile toward a real collection of 
nuclear bombs. 

We are also told that we have given 
up very little in this agreement. We 
have given up far more than you can 
find in the text because the most im-
portant thing about our sanctions is 
momentum. And we passed additional 
sanctions in 2010, 2011, 2012; and, if 
hadn’t been for this agreement, the 
Senate would have passed the bill that 
we worked on in the summer, and we 
would have passed additional sanctions 
in 2013. 

The content of those sanctions is im-
portant, but even more important is 
the momentum. If you are a multi-
national corporation, you can find a 
law firm that will find loopholes in our 
existing sanctions, but you will decide 
not to invest a lot into that business 
plan because you know Congress is 
going to pass more sanctions. 

Well, now you know we are not pass-
ing any sanctions in 2013; and the ques-
tion before us, as legislators, is wheth-
er we will be passing sanctions in 2014. 

Why is momentum so important not 
just to those international businesses 
trying to decide whether to invest in 
exploiting the loopholes? Most of eco-
nomics is psychology. It is currency 
values. It is consumer confidence. It is 
business confidence. It is investment. 
And we saw the celebrations in Tehran 
as the business community celebrated 
this agreement because it ends the con-
tinuing momentum toward additional 
sanctions. 

But we are not here, again, to grade 
the administration. That is for poll-
sters and pundits. We are here to de-
cide whether to pass legislation. 

It is very clear we are not going to 
pass legislation that becomes effective 
in 2013. The question before us is 
whether we will pass legislation which, 
by its terms, becomes effective June 1, 
2014. And the reason the administra-
tion sent some of its top officials to 
brief us in a classified briefing today is 
because they want to convince us not 
to take any action in the first 5 or 6 
months of 2014. Well, what does that 
mean? That means, in effect, we are 
not going to take action in 2014. Why is 
that? 

Most people think that this deal ex-
pires in late May, 6 months after it was 
adopted on November 24, 2013. That is 
not the case. The start date is some 
day to be determined sometime prob-
ably in late January. So if we, as a 
Congress, are convinced not to take 
any action, not to pass any legislation, 
not to go through the committee proc-
ess and the markup until after this 
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agreement has terminated, we are talk-
ing about late July. Well, at the end of 
July, we go on break. We come back 
for, what, 2 or 3 weeks between then 
and the November elections. 

So if the administration can convince 
us to not do anything until 6 months 
after the trigger date, which is a date 
to be determined sometime in January, 
they can assure the Iranians that no 
new sanctions will be adopted in 2014. 
And that will be apparent to those 
doing business in Iran and those doing 
business with Iran. 

The administration complimented us 
more than once, saying these sanctions 
are what brought Iran to the table, but 
let us remember that the administra-
tion opposed the adoption of these 
sanctions every single time. The reason 
we did not adopt any sanctions against 
Iran in 2009 was because of opposition 
from the administration and the tre-
mendous intellectual clout and credi-
bility that the State Department and 
administration bring. 

But it is not just this administration. 
We didn’t pass any sanctions during 
the entire 8 years of the prior adminis-
tration. Oh, we passed some through 
the House, but they stopped them in 
the Senate, and with considerable ef-
fort. Not one bill became law. So we 
have seen two administrations do their 
best to delay, dilute, prevent, and de-
feat sanctions legislation. 

So now they say, Isn’t it great we 
have this legislation, but don’t pass 
any new legislation. Let us remember, 
we were against the legislation they 
now say is so great. 

The best example of this is the Kirk- 
Menendez amendment in 2011. That was 
the bill that prevented Iran’s central 
bank from clearing their petroleum 
dollar-denominated transactions 
through the American banking system. 
Well, what did the administration say 
in the form of a letter from Secretary 
Geithner? He wrote on December 1, 
2011: ‘‘I am writing to express the ad-
ministration’s strong opposition to 
this amendment because, in its current 
form, it threatens to undermine the ef-
fective’’ sanctions. ‘‘In addition, the 
amendment would potentially yield a 
net economic benefit to the Iranian re-
gime.’’ 

b 1730 
There is only one reason Iran is at 

the table today. It is because of the 
sanctions we have adopted the last 3 
years. And the most important of those 
was the Menendez-Kirk sanctions that 
the administration fought against. 

What we ought to do is adopt legisla-
tion providing additional sanctions. 
And we have already written them. We 
passed the bill in June, with 400 votes 
on this floor. We should have those 
sanctions—and I would think others— 
go into effect on June 1, unless Con-
gress, in an expedited proceeding, 
passes a resolution saying, Hold off. 
We’ve seen enough progress. These 
sanctions don’t need to go into force. 

Instead, and the other choice, we can 
do nothing on the theory that we will 

do the right thing in the last few days 
of July, as if Congress turns on a dime, 
as if the State Department has been 
unsuccessful in delaying, defeating, 
and diluting sanctions in the past. 
That, I think, would be a mistake. 

With that, I would point out that this 
deal calls for a rollback of sanctions 
that violates American law in a num-
ber of respects. It will not be the first 
time that an administration has re-
fused to enforce the sanctions bills 
passed by Congress. 

I will say that from 2010 through 2013 
this administration has done a much 
better job of enforcing such legislation 
than either of the prior two adminis-
trations. But as a technical matter, the 
administration has agreed to waive 
that which the law does not allow it to 
waive, particularly section 504. And I 
will go into the details in some other 
forum. 

Mr. ROSKAM. I thank the gentleman 
for his insight and for his leadership on 
this important issue, and particularly 
his highlighting that the timing, Mr. 
Speaker, is an illusion, as the gen-
tleman said, to think this all turns on 
a dime on the 1st of June. 

With that, I would like to yield to 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
(Mr. HUDSON). 

Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Speaker, the nu-
clear deal agreed upon with Iran is 
shameful. There is no better example of 
this than Iran’s announcement just 
days after the agreement was reached 
to open a new nuclear weapon plant 
that is not even subject to IAEA in-
spection. 

Any nuclear deal must include swift 
and decisive action that forces Iran to 
completely abandon its crusade to ac-
quire a nuclear weapons capability. We 
must not give a dangerous regime with 
a penchant for terrorism and extre-
mism the capability to build a weapon 
before the world can react. 

A nuclear-equipped Iran is the most 
dangerous threat to Israel, the world, 
and to the stability of the Middle East. 
Indeed, with a nuclear weapons capa-
bility, Iran is a direct threat to the 
United States. 

Mr. Speaker, negotiations like this 
require serious discussions about our 
foreign policy in the Middle East, not a 
reckless decision by President Obama 
that weakens our national security, 
threatens our allies, and lacks the sup-
port of this Congress and, frankly, the 
American people. 

Reducing sanctions now merely re-
wards bad behavior and fundamentally 
halts the progress we have already 
made. Indeed, instead of reducing our 
influence and taking steps backward, 
we must pursue every avenue to ensure 
that Iran does not engage in nuclear 
weapons proliferation and, most impor-
tantly, does not develop a nuclear 
weapon. 

The only suitable agreement is one 
that starts with Iran ending their ura-
nium enrichment program; otherwise, 
we should not loosen sanctions on this 
bad actor. 

Mr. ROSKAM. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
LAMBORN). 

Mr. LAMBORN. I thank Representa-
tive PETER ROSKAM, a leader on the 
U.S.-Israel relationship here in Con-
gress. He and I are two of the cochairs 
of the Republican Israel Caucus. 

I share with many colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle deep concern over the 
interim agreement that this adminis-
tration has reached with Iran over its 
nuclear program. We have struck a 
deal that irreversibly weakens sanc-
tions against a country that is infa-
mous for deception and deceit—a deal 
that does nothing about the infrastruc-
ture of its nuclear program. 

In the weeks since the accord was an-
nounced, we already see the first signs 
of how these sanctions—which are 
what brought Iran to the negotiating 
table in the first place—are being erod-
ed by other countries eager to resume 
trade with Iran, as many of us pre-
dicted. 

Weakening the sanctions now with-
out demanding that Iran dismantle its 
nuclear program takes away our lever-
age. They have not stopped a single one 
of its 19,000 centrifuges from enriching 
uranium. They are not dismantling 
their plutonium plant either, a plant 
which has absolutely no peaceful civil-
ian purpose. 

We are witnessing a recurrence of the 
kind of effort that failed to prevent 
North Korea from acquiring nuclear 
weapons, but in an even more volatile 
and dangerous region of the world. All 
this is being done with a country that 
our own State Department has long de-
fined as the chief state sponsor of 
international terrorism and which is 
determined to get nuclear weapons. 

By giving up our leverage in return 
for a flawed interim agreement, we are 
only reducing the chances that a pro-
ductive accord can ever be reached 
with Iran over its nuclear program 
where Iran actually renounces its right 
to enrich uranium. 

Mr. ROSKAM. I thank the gen-
tleman. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. RODNEY DAVIS). 

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. 
Thank you to my good friend and col-
league from the great State of Illinois 
(Mr. ROSKAM) for leading this Special 
Order on a very important subject. 

We have concerns. We should have 
concerns over a deal with Iran, espe-
cially as Americans. It wasn’t too long 
ago that President Clinton told us that 
North Korea would abide by a similar 
deal. They agreed to stop their nuclear 
ambitions in order to get sanctions 
lifted and get billions in aid from the 
United States. But they went ahead 
and secretly continued their program. I 
caution this administration and the 
American people to make sure that 
this doesn’t happen again with Iran. 

This interim deal allows Iran to con-
tinue enriching uranium to the 5 per-
cent purity level and to keep building 
new centrifuges to repair old ones. It 
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calls for Iran to convert 20 percent of 
enriched uranium either to fuel or to a 
diluted 5 percent stock. But these proc-
esses can easily be reversed, especially 
since this interim deal does not force 
Iran to disassemble the infrastructure 
that allowed it to produce enriched 
uranium in the first place. 

A nuclear Iran is a grave danger to 
our friend and greatest ally in the Mid-
dle East, the State of Israel; the rest of 
our allies throughout the world; and 
our own American foreign policy inter-
ests. As Henry Kissinger noted in The 
Wall Street Journal: 

The heart of the problem is Iran’s con-
struction of massive nuclear infrastructure 
and stockpile of enriched uranium far out of 
proportion to any plausible civilian energy 
production. 

I am very concerned that this in-
terim deal does not address the issues 
at hand. 

Furthermore, easing sanctions as 
part of the interim deal causes us to 
lose leverage at the negotiating table. 
As many of my colleagues have already 
mentioned, it is these sanctions that 
brought them to the negotiating table. 
We cannot lose sight of their effective-
ness. 

I actually happen to agree with my 
colleagues here in the House, like Mr. 
ROSKAM, and my Senator, MARK KIRK, 
that we should increase sanctions. 
That would give us a stronger negoti-
ating stance and draw more conces-
sions from Iran. 

The world needs to be a much safer 
place for all of us. The only way to 
make it a safer place is to stop Iran’s 
nuclear capabilities. Mr. Speaker, this 
deal does not do that. 

Mr. ROSKAM. Mr. Speaker, I will 
yield to the gentleman from Arizona 
(Mr. FRANKS). As he is approaching the 
microphone, let me just make one 
point, and that is something that Mr. 
DAVIS just highlighted. 

Sanctions are working. Sanctions 
have brought the Iranians to the table. 
So think of it this way. You have got a 
hold of a pit bull. You have got it. It is 
a very dangerous animal and it is fero-
cious, and if you let go of it, it may 
come and attack you. Why in the 
world, if you have got it under control 
or under some semblance of control, 
would you say, ‘‘You know what? Let’s 
loosen our grip and try this again’’? 

It doesn’t make any sense. 
I yield to the gentleman from Ari-

zona. 
Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. I certainly 

thank the gentleman. 
Mr. Speaker, I would suggest there 

are two components to every threat in 
terms of national security that this 
country and other nations face. That 
first component is that of intent, and 
the second is that of capacity. 

If one listens to the rhetoric that the 
Iranian leaders have spoken in recent 
years, the intent issue should be set-
tled clearly in our minds. The question 
that remains is their capacity. 

I would suggest to you, Mr. Speaker, 
that if, indeed, Iran gains a nuclear 

weapons capability, the world will step 
into the shadow of nuclear terrorism. 
Terrorists the world over will have in-
direct access to nuclear weapons. My 
children and those of the Members in 
this body will face a forever future that 
is uncertain every step they take. 

Mr. Speaker, about 8 years ago, I 
stood here in this same spot and called 
for Iran to be referred to the Security 
Council. At that time, they had only 
160 centrifuges. Of course, the call for 
them to be referred to the Security 
Council was diminished in that people 
said they needed 3,000 centrifuges for a 
full-blown nuclear weapons program. 
Today, Mr. Speaker, Iran has 19,000 
centrifuges. Those centrifuges will con-
tinue to spin—most of them—under 
this agreement that the President has 
announced. 

This agreement the President has an-
nounced ignores not only U.S. law, but 
ignores the UN sanctions that are in 
place. It also ignores the fact that Iran 
has not made any concessions in this 
area in the last 30 years. It also ignores 
the position that this deal puts Israel 
in—one that is untenable and more im-
possible than any I have seen in my 
lifetime. 

The naivete of this administration in 
dealing with Iran is something that is 
simply breathtaking. 

Mr. Speaker, I would just suggest to 
you that if Iran gains nuclear weapons, 
we will need a new calendar. It will 
change our reality in the world that 
much. And I would say to you that, 
while there is still time, we need to 
act. 

Mr. Speaker, there is that moment in 
the life of every problem when it is big 
enough to be seen and still small 
enough to be addressed, but in terms of 
Iran’s nuclear weapons pursuit, that 
window is closing quickly. And what-
ever this body can do, whatever this 
President can do to prevent Iran from 
gaining a nuclear weapons capability, 
must be done, because soon they will 
have the ability to ignore our en-
treaties and only a military interven-
tion will prevent it. 

Mr. Speaker, whatever our cost is for 
preventing Iran from gaining nuclear 
weapons, it will pale in its significance 
compared to the cost of allowing Iran 
to become a nuclear-armed nation. 

Mr. ROSKAM. I thank the gen-
tleman. 

Mr. Speaker, it is an amazing thing 
to think about how aggressive Iran has 
been without a nuclear weapon. It is a 
worldwide sponsor of terror, incredibly 
aggressive, and going after and making 
threats about the Strait of Hormuz and 
so forth. Can you even imagine what it 
would be like as a nation if it had a nu-
clear threat behind it? It would change 
the dynamic entirely. 

I think one of the weaknesses of the 
administration’s proposed deal is this: 
it puts the imprimatur of approval on 
enrichment. Up until now, it has been 
American policy that says, You can’t 
enrich. You have no right to a nuclear 
capability. 

And let’s be frank. There is nobody 
with a straight face that is saying that 
the Iranians have any interest in pur-
suing nuclear technology because of an 
interest in global warming. This is not 
an energy pursuit at all. It is clearly a 
pursuit to manipulate the world stage 
toward their ends that are oftentimes 
driven by terror. 

One of the great advocates of a 
strong U.S.-Israeli relationship and one 
of the great advocates of a strong U.S. 
foreign policy is the gentlelady from 
Florida, former chairman of the For-
eign Affairs Committee, Ms. ILEANA 
ROS-LEHTINEN, to whom I now yield. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to thank Mr. ROSKAM for his lead-
ership in spearheading this discussion 
on the dangers of last month’s interim 
nuclear agreement deal with Iran. 

As we have had more time to dissect 
this deal, it is becoming clearer and 
clearer that, despite Secretary Kerry’s 
claim that no deal is better than a bad 
deal, we have been had. 

In exchange for the one thing that 
Iran so desperately needs—sanctions 
relief to jump-start its flailing econ-
omy—the administration received 
nothing more than window dressing to 
stop Iran’s nuclear program. 

This interim deal is the unraveling of 
the sanctions policy that was so pains-
takingly crafted over the past 10 years. 
It was aimed at bringing Iran’s nuclear 
program to an end. We have already 
seen other nations eager to get back 
into the Iranian market, and it will 
now be nearly impossible to stop the 
cash infusion into the Iranian regime. 

b 1745 

How can we stop this? 
This deal is contrary to U.S. sanc-

tions law. It is contrary to U.N. Secu-
rity Council resolutions that explicitly 
prohibit Iran from being able to enrich 
its own uranium. 

By accepting this deal, the adminis-
tration has acquiesced to Iran’s illegit-
imate claim to a right to enrich ura-
nium, and it has done nothing to dis-
mantle the nuclear infrastructure of 
Iran’s. Any temporary pause in Iran’s 
progress can now be easily started 
right up again with no real detriment 
to Tehran’s march toward nuclear 
weapons capability. 

The administration has struck a deal 
with an Iranian regime that is one of 
the world’s biggest supporters of ter-
rorism and is a U.S.-designated state 
sponsor of terrorism. It has offered 
sanctions relief to the very same man 
who only 10 years ago, while serving as 
the chief nuclear negotiator of Iran to 
the West, boasted of using deception to 
buy time for Iran’s nuclear program to 
progress. Yet the administration has 
fallen for what I call the ‘‘Rouhani 
ruse.’’ 

We have already seen Iran announce 
that it will continue construction on 
its plutonium plant at Arak, with some 
experts believing that Iran will exploit 
a possible loophole in the agreement to 
allow it to build important components 
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of this heavy water reactor off site; and 
we continue to see Iran make advances 
on other nuclear weapons programs not 
addressed in the interim agreement, 
such as the development of ballistic 
missile technology needed to launch a 
nuclear payload over long distances. 

Mr. Speaker, not only is this interim 
deal dangerous for the precedent that 
it sets—that rogue regimes will get re-
warded at the expense of our friends 
and allies who do play by the rules— 
but the deal is also dangerous because 
it weakens our credibility and harms 
our relations with other countries. 

This sends a terrible message to 
other countries in the region that have 
long feared Iran becoming nuclear but 
have refrained from seeking their own 
nuclear programs because the United 
States had promised that we would not 
allow Iran to enrich uranium or to 
complete its heavy water reactor. This 
deal will create a loss of trust from 
other regional allies, such as Saudi 
Arabia and others, who now see a dou-
ble standard from the United States. 
Our closest friend and ally—the demo-
cratic Jewish State of Israel—con-
tinues to feel an existential threat 
from Iran. 

President Obama has weakened the 
trust and the credibility of the United 
States and, in exchange, has strength-
ened the legitimacy of the illegitimate 
Iranian regime. It is a double wham-
my—we lose stature while elevating a 
dangerous regime. And all for what— 
our ability to prevent a nuclear-armed 
Iran and an all-out arms race in the 
Middle East? It is not going to happen. 
We are going to see a nuclear-armed 
Iran, and we are going to see an all-out 
arms race in the Middle East. We have 
tarnished our relationships with our 
trusted allies. 

I remain committed, Mr. Speaker 
and Mr. ROSKAM, to ensuring that Iran 
never becomes a nuclear-capable coun-
try. I urge my colleagues in the Senate 
to take up the sanctions legislation 
that we in the House overwhelmingly 
passed earlier this year. 

Mr. Speaker, Iran has no right what-
soever to enrichment. There can be no 
ambiguity here. The United States 
must not accept any new deal with 
Iran that does not end Iran’s enrich-
ment program completely and that 
does not completely dismantle the nu-
clear infrastructure of this dangerous 
regime. 

I thank Mr. ROSKAM for his leader-
ship, and we will continue to fight. 

Mr. ROSKAM. I thank the gentle-
lady. 

At this time, I would like to yield to 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
WEBER). 

Mr. WEBER of Texas. I thank the 
gentleman from Illinois, our distin-
guished deputy whip. 

Mr. Speaker, this House disagrees on 
almost every issue brought before it. 
However, this is one issue on which 
this House agrees: we all agree that we 
must never allow a nuclear-armed Iran. 

Repeatedly, this Congress has passed 
resolutions condemning a nuclear Iran 

as well as having passed multiple 
pieces of legislation strengthening an 
Iranian sanctions policy in the hopes of 
halting their progress. A number of 
resolutions calling for sanctions, in-
creased scrutiny and the cessation of 
enrichment have also passed the U.N. 
Security Council. Yet instead of tight-
ening the sanctions policy—a policy 
which has forced Iran to the negotia-
tions table in the first place—this ad-
ministration seems hell-bent on easing 
those sanctions and on allowing the re-
lease of billions of dollars in assets and 
finances to Iran. Even more incred-
ulous, we still don’t have a finalized 
deal, much less even know the details 
of what they are planning. 

As a result of this administration’s 
easement, Iran is already threatening 
an oil price war within OPEC, and com-
panies around the world are jockeying 
to play in a country that still has no 
restrictions upon enrichment or upon 
nuclear weaponization. The terms of 
the so-called ‘‘deal,’’ still under nego-
tiation, allow Iran to continue enrich-
ment, directly violating multiple U.N. 
resolutions, directly violating U.S. 
stated policy, and directly violating 
international stated policy. 

The Institute for Science and Inter-
national Security recently published a 
report indicating that Iran was a mere 
few months away from reaching that 
nuclear threshold. However, this ad-
ministration’s negotiations do nothing 
regarding dismantling systems obvi-
ously aimed at weaponization. They do 
nothing regarding the removal of ura-
nium enriched beyond civilian needs. 
They do nothing regarding work on de-
livery systems or ballistic missiles, 
and they do nothing to stop the enrich-
ment currently taking place. In es-
sence, Iran has received everything it 
has wanted, and we have gotten noth-
ing. Christmas has come early in Iran. 

The Iranian Government, Mr. Speak-
er, is not to be trusted. It has been 
demonstrated time and time again. If 
we intend to keep our country safe and 
strong, we cannot grant concessions 
without first verifying behavioral 
changes from politically unstable 
countries like Iran. We tried that tact, 
Mr. Speaker, in North Korea. How has 
that been working for us? 

Members of Congress should refuse to 
stay silent on this issue. It is time for 
the Senate to step up to the plate and 
pass the Nuclear Iran Prevention Act. 
It is way past time for our administra-
tion and our negotiators to take a 
hard-line stand against this evil. 

Here is a plan to do that. Let’s de-
mand some action. I will give you 
seven things: 

(1) Demand that Iran stops human 
rights violations and releases all polit-
ical hostages, including Americans like 
Pastor Saeed Abedini, former U.S. ma-
rine Amir Hekmati, and ex-FBI agent 
Robert Levinson; 

(2) Stop the exportation of terrorism 
and renounce terrorism; 

(3) Stop all the centrifuges; destroy 
them; and allow unlimited access from 
the IAEA; 

(4) Publicly apologize to America and 
Israel for calling them the large and 
small Satan; 

(5) Recognize Israel’s right to exist as 
a Jewish state; 

(6) Withdraw from Syria if they want 
to prove that Iran is serious. 

(7) Wait a year to show the world 
they are serious, and perform those six 
functions. We want action, Mr. Speak-
er, not promises. 

As former Senator Phil Gramm once 
stated: 

If the lion is going to lie down with the 
lamb, then we want America to be the lion. 

We want to use our strength, to show 
our strength, to negotiate from a posi-
tion of strength. To do anything else 
may make Israel the sacrificial lamb. 
This current administration needs to 
understand that this deal is a bad deal. 

I am RANDY WEBER, and there you 
have it. 

Mr. ROSKAM. I thank the gentleman 
for his insight and for his perspective 
and for his admonition for action. 

Mr. Speaker, at this point, I would 
like to yield to the gentlelady from In-
diana (Mrs. WALORSKI), a member of 
the Armed Services Committee. 

Mrs. WALORSKI. Thank you, Mr. 
ROSKAM, for your leadership on the 
issue and for the opportunity to speak 
about this issue tonight. 

Mr. Speaker, in his State of the 
Union address on January 24, 2012, 
President Barack Obama said: 

Let there be no doubt: America is deter-
mined to prevent Iran from getting a nuclear 
weapon, and I will take no options off the 
table to achieve that goal. 

On March 4, 2012, President Obama 
again stated his desire to prevent a nu-
clear-armed Iran. He said: 

Iran’s leaders should understand that I do 
not have a policy of containment; I have a 
policy to prevent Iran from obtaining a nu-
clear weapon. 

On October 22, 2012, President Obama 
said of Iran: 

The clock is ticking . . . and we are going 
to make sure that, if they do not meet the 
demands of the international community, 
then we are going to take all options nec-
essary to make sure they don’t have a nu-
clear weapon. 

Fourteen months later, the clock is 
still ticking, and Iran is now closer to 
acquiring a nuclear weapons capa-
bility. 

Now that world leaders have reached 
an interim agreement on Iran’s illegal 
nuclear program, we must be able to 
verify compliance and demand that any 
final deal completely dismantle 
Tehran’s existing nuclear program. 

There are three reasons this is imper-
ative and for the international commu-
nity to demand the suspension of nu-
clear enrichment: 

First, Tehran must stop all enrich-
ment activities because Iran is in non-
compliance with the highest form of 
international law: 

Iran is in direct violation of manda-
tory U.N. Security Council resolutions 
demanding them to suspend all enrich-
ment and reprocessing. By not requir-
ing Iran to abide by multiple U.N. reso-
lutions, we are rewarding bad behavior. 
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We are signaling to the entire world 
that we are not serious about pre-
venting the spread of nuclear weap-
onry; 

Second, a nuclear-armed Iran threat-
ens our national security. The threat 
of a nuclear-armed Iran is not some-
thing that is just talked about in the 
Halls of this Congress. Every time I am 
home, I hear the fears of Hoosiers who 
worry about how acts of terrorism 
might impact gas prices, food prices, 
and the well-being of loved ones. Since 
1984, our government has designated 
Iran as a state sponsor of terrorism. 
The State Department has character-
ized Iran as the ‘‘most active state 
sponsor of terrorism’’ in the world. 
Iran has provided weapons, training 
and funding to terrorist groups, includ-
ing Hamas, Hezbollah and Shiite mili-
tias in Iraq, who are responsible for the 
murders of hundreds of U.S. service-
members and innocent civilians; 

Third, a nuclear-armed Iran threat-
ens to further destabilize an already 
volatile region: If Iran is allowed to 
further pursue its nuclear ambitions, 
the region—highlighted by perpetual 
conflict in places like Iraq, Syria and 
Yemen—will become more destabilized. 
Furthermore, a nuclear-armed Iran 
will jeopardize the safety of our allies 
and partners in the region, like Israel. 

I believe—now more than ever—the 
United States must renew our unbreak-
able commitment to Israel and her in-
herent right to self-defense. 

Iran’s continued violation of U.N. 
and International Atomic Energy 
Agency restrictions have only given 
the world good reason to question 
Iran’s willingness to abide by any fu-
ture international agreement. 

Mr. ROSKAM and Mr. Speaker, I call 
on the President to remember his 
words to the American people about 
preventing Tehran from obtaining a 
nuclear weapon, and I urge the Presi-
dent to use all tools at his disposal, in-
cluding additional sanctions, to per-
suade Iran from developing nuclear 
weapons. 

Mr. ROSKAM. Thank you, Mrs. 
WALORSKI. 

Mr. Speaker, at this point, I would 
like to yield to the gentlelady from 
Minnesota (Mrs. BACHMANN), a member 
of the House Intelligence Committee. 

Mrs. BACHMANN. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to say thank you to my col-
league, PETER ROSKAM. We came in to-
gether when we won our election in 
2006. It has been a privilege to serve 
with Mr. ROSKAM, who is not only the 
head and cochair of the Israel Caucus 
but who is also a strong defender of a 
strong United States national security 
posture—one that has helped to lead 
the world into safety for decades and 
one that we continue to maintain for 
the benefit of the American people. 

b 1800 
You see, this is a very interesting 

time that we are in. We have virtually 
watched the hinge of history turn just 
in the events of these last several 
weeks. 

Why do I say that? I say that because 
the Obama administration and the ne-
gotiators of the Obama administration 
have entered into a deal that could ef-
fectively guarantee that Iran will ob-
tain the certainty of a nuclear weapon. 
Now, I know that it is the stated inten-
tion of the Obama administration that 
just the opposite of that will happen, 
but there is a big difference between 
theory and intention and the outcome 
of the result. 

Today, we listened to members from 
the Obama administration and mem-
bers of the negotiating team from the 
Obama administration, and they seem 
quite convinced in the theory of stop-
ping Iran from obtaining a nuclear 
weapon. The theory goes something 
like this. It says we believe that Iran 
has the capacity to continue to enrich 
uranium and do it for a peaceful pur-
pose. They believe that it is possible to 
verify that Iran would do that. 

But what about the reality? What is 
the reality of what the supreme leader 
of Iran has said their intentions are 
with this program? Just prior to the 
signing of the agreement, the supreme 
leader was not vague; he was quite 
clear. He gave a speech on press TV. He 
wanted the world to know what his in-
tentions were. He gave a speech in 
front of tens of thousands of para-
military troops in the Iranian Revolu-
tionary Guard. He said that ‘‘it will be 
Iran’s position that we will not change 
our nuclear program one iota.’’ So ap-
parently, according to the supreme 
leader, the program that Iran has origi-
nally envisioned it will go on. ‘‘It will 
go on at the same pace that it was 
going on before without any change.’’ 

Once the agreement was struck, 
there was a real question, and the ques-
tion was this: Will Iran maintain the 
indigenous inherent ‘‘right’’ to enrich 
uranium? You see, that is the whole 
ball game, Mr. Speaker: Will Iran have 
the right to enrich uranium? 

What do you need to build a nuclear 
weapon? You need fuel for that weapon, 
whether it is plutonium or whether it 
is uranium. Iran wants to make sure 
that they achieve the goal, so they are 
engaging both in developing plutonium 
and uranium. They have a heavy water 
reactor, the Iraq facility, and the Iraq 
facility is under construction. We have 
a 6-month interim agreement where we 
are supposed to get to a final negotia-
tion. The plutonium facility is not 
built yet, but it is under construction. 

One of those items is building a road 
to the reactor. That road continues to 
be built. There is no effort to stop that 
from being done. There is virtually no 
way for us to be able to stop mobile 
components from being built elsewhere 
and eventually brought into the heavy 
water reactor for the plutonium site. 
That is an issue. That is a big issue, 
and the other one being enrichment. 

We know today that Iran has some-
thing like 19,000 centrifuges. A min-
imum 10,000 of those centrifuges are 
spinning, so much so that the estimate 
is they have somewhere between 9 and 
10 tons of enriched uranium. 

If we were serious about stopping 
Iran from creating a nuclear weapon, 
there are several simple things we 
would do. We would make sure that 
Iran would shut down the heavy water 
plutonium reactor and we would make 
sure that Iran would dismantle, take a 
sledgehammer to the centrifuges. 
Gone. That hasn’t happened. Not to 
one. The centrifuges remain. So if you 
have centrifuges enriching, if you have 
enriched uranium, if you are con-
tinuing to enrich, I would say you have 
got a program. 

This is very interesting because we 
just concluded a negotiation. From my 
experience as a former Federal tax liti-
gation attorney—I did a lot of negoti-
ating—usually when two sides are ne-
gotiating, they do it for a reason, and 
the reason is because they want to be 
better off, both parties, they want to 
be better off based upon the agreement 
that they negotiated. It seems to me 
something happened along the way 
during this negotiation. It makes me 
wonder if the Obama administration 
negotiators forgot which side they 
were negotiating for. 

Why do I say that? I say that because 
take a look at what Iran got out of the 
deal. And I want to give full attribu-
tion to Illinois Senator MARK KIRK, 
who created this terrific graphic. This 
is what Senator KIRK let’s us know 
about the agreement. 

What we are getting out of the deal 
are zero centrifuges dismantled. These 
are the machines that create the fuel 
for a nuclear weapon. Not one will be 
dismantled out of 19,000. Zero uranium 
of the 9 to 10 tons will be shipped out 
of Iran. So the material remains in 
Iran. The ability to continue to create 
more material remains in Iran. It looks 
like a pretty good get for Iran. 

Zero nuclear facilities are closed. We 
know that there is even more than we 
thought originally. There is Natanz, 
there is Fordo, Parchin, and the pluto-
nium reactor at Iraq, let alone other 
covert programs we are not aware of. 
There is also no delay on the pluto-
nium reactor. In fact, the supreme 
leader in Iran made it abundantly 
clear. They said, we read the agree-
ment to say that we are not going to 
stop any construction on the pluto-
nium Iraq reactor. I would say that is 
a violation of the agreement right 
there. 

What has been the reaction of the 
Obama administration? What has been 
the reaction of the negotiators? Do 
they have egg on their faces? Do they 
look a little foolish from this agree-
ment that they struck? We haven’t 
heard anything from the current nego-
tiators. 

There is also no stop in the missile 
testing. So if Iran has a nuclear weap-
on, if they have the fuel for a nuclear 
weapon, and if they have the capability 
to deliver that weapon through missile 
testing, I would say they have got 
something. There is also no stopping 
terrorism from Iran and there is no 
stopping human rights abuses. 
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Many Americans aren’t aware that 

there are Americans who are being held 
hostage today in Iran. When Ronald 
Reagan dealt with the Soviet Union to 
try to end the Cold War, Ronald 
Reagan handed the Soviets a list of dis-
sidents that he wanted freed in order 
for him to begin these talks with the 
Soviet Union. He sent a signal to the 
Soviet Union. It said, in America we 
believe every American life counts. 
That sent a very strong message. 

In the case of the Obama administra-
tion negotiators, they didn’t even bring 
it up. They didn’t demand that one 
American be released before we talk. 
Now, this is interesting because the 
Obama administration put a lot of 
pressure on Prime Minister Netanyahu 
of Israel. He said, You, Mr. Prime Min-
ister, have to agree to release over 100 
murderous thugs, including murderers 
who murdered an American, before the 
Palestinians will come to the table to 
negotiate with you on the Israel-Pales-
tinian conflict. That was our President 
who put pressure under the prime min-
ister—you have got to release thugs in 
order to negotiate. We would put that 
kind of pressure on Israel and we 
wouldn’t put that kind of pressure on 
Iran? 

You see, that is why, Mr. Speaker, I 
ask the question: Did the negotiators 
forget which Nation they were negoti-
ating for? Because it looks to me like 
the score is pretty clear: United States 
zero, Iran made out on the deal. 

The sad thing about that final 
score—and let’s hope it is not the final 
score—is that, again, the hinge of his-
tory turns. If you have an Iran with a 
nuclear weapon, it won’t be just Iran. 
You will explode proliferation. Saudi 
Arabia will have a nuclear weapon. 
Egypt will have a nuclear weapon. We 
will have a nuclear weapon most likely 
in Lebanon. And then at that point, 
what will happen with terrorist organi-
zations like Hezbollah, al Qaeda, the 
al-Nusra Front, and on and on from 
there? The world changes. The hinge of 
history turns. 

That is why this isn’t political. That 
is why it is bipartisan here tonight. It 
is why Mr. ROSKAM has taken this very 
important courageous step of holding 
this time when Members of Congress 
can weigh in, because we aren’t about 
bashing the Obama administration. 
That is not why we are here. We are 
here because we believe in national se-
curity—America’s national security, 
Israel’s national security—and peace 
across the world. That is Pax Ameri-
cana. America doing everything that 
we can to be forward of keeping the 
peace in the world. 

This action nearly guarantees war 
and a threat of a nuclear strike. We 
can prevent that. But the final deal 
that comes out in these final P5+1 ne-
gotiations must be very simple: close 
down the plutonium reactor, zero right 
to enrich for Iran, and zero processing. 
If you do that, then we will have a 
deal. 

Mr. ROSKAM. Mr. Speaker, we have 
had a discussion tonight that has been 

incredibly robust. It has been bipar-
tisan. We have had insight from mem-
bers of the Intelligence Committee, the 
Armed Services Committee, Members 
who have had a long-term interest in 
Middle Eastern affairs and American 
military affairs, all of whom, Mr. 
Speaker, have a clear view of history. 
A clear view of history says let’s look 
back at past activities as the best indi-
cator of what the future is going to be 
like. 

In summary, Mr. Speaker, what we 
know is this. That the administration 
has struck a bad deal, maybe for all the 
right reasons, but they have struck a 
bad deal. It is the responsibility of Con-
gress not to put its imprimatur of sup-
port on a bad deal, but to act as a co-
equal branch of government and say, 
We ought not do this. We have got to 
recognize the weakness of it. We have 
got to recognize the long-term con-
sequences of it, and we have got to hold 
this administration accountable. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. ROSKAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks on the 
subject of the Special Order today. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, a few weeks 

ago, we learned that the Obama Administra-
tion, along with representatives of the so- 
called P5+1 countries, had reached an agree-
ment with Iran on freezing nuclear enrichment 
and relieving a portion of the sanctions that 
have been rightfully levied against Iran. 

I think it is a positive step to have engaged 
Iran and to have reached a multilateral agree-
ment. Certainly, freezing their nuclear enrich-
ment, diluting the enrichment levels of Iran’s 
uranium stocks, and reestablishing intrusive 
IAEA inspections are improvements over the 
current situation. 

However, while I appreciate the need for a 
course of action that addresses the threat of 
a nuclear armed Iran, I maintain strong con-
cerns about this agreement. 

Foremost, I have serious doubts about the 
amount of trust we can extend to Iran. Engag-
ing in negotiations that merely freeze their nu-
clear enrichment is a far cry from Iran 
foreswearing nuclear weapons, not to mention 
their abhorrent support for terrorism in Iraq, 
Syria, Lebanon and beyond. We must recall 
that this is the same fundamentalist regime 
that has supported the murder of Israelis in 
Argentina, has cast doubt on the existence of 
the Holocaust, and that enabled attacks on 
American military personnel in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan. 

Amazingly, despite the supposed goodwill of 
the agreement, three Americans continue to 
be detained in Iran. I find it extremely regret-
table that the release of these Americans— 
Pastor Saeed Abedini, former U.S. Marine 
Amir Hekmati and ex-FBI Agent Robert 
Levinson—was considered marginal to the nu-
clear issue, and could not be addressed simul-
taneously while negotiations occurred in Ge-
neva. These Americans’ families are under-
standably left in pain as they wonder about 

their loved ones’ welfare, and what it will ulti-
mately take to get them home. This speaks 
volumes about the intents and reputability of 
the Iranian regime—how can we trust a gov-
ernment to follow through on an agreement 
about nuclear issues when they continue to 
hold our citizens captive? 

I am also very concerned about the implicit 
acceptance, if not endorsement, of Iran’s right 
to enrich uranium. Numerous United Nations 
Security Council resolutions have stipulated 
that Iran must stop enrichment and set-aside 
its nuclear program. Yet, somehow, this 
agreement falls short of that previously estab-
lished UN mandate. While it may be acknowl-
edging the nuclear capacity that Iran has 
achieved, I cannot accept that. 

It is unclear to me what peaceful need Iran 
has for uranium enrichment. There are inter-
national offers on the table to develop and fuel 
nuclear power plants and to provide medically 
necessary isotopes for Iran, in order to elimi-
nate their purported need for indigenous nu-
clear capability. But Iran would prefer to deny 
those offers, and use the ruse of power and 
medicine to enable its pursuit of nuclear weap-
ons. 

This agreement even allows Iran to maintain 
the facilities, centrifuges and basic stockpiles 
that have enabled their nuclear pursuits. Re-
markably, the Iranian military facility at 
Parchin, where research on a nuclear weapon 
has been widely suspected, is not included in 
the inspection program and imposes no re-
strictions on activities at this site. 

Though the opportunity to use these imple-
ments may be forestalled for now, should a 
subsequent agreement not materialize, Iran 
could return to its current nuclear capacity in 
short order, and have billions of dollars’ worth 
of sanctions relief in hand, with little long-term 
benefit to show from this short-term accord. 

Yet, an agreement has been reached and 
we have to accept that as the reality at the 
moment. Nonetheless, I think it is important for 
the U.S. Congress to continue to pursue new 
sanctions that are contingent on Iran’s abso-
lute adherence to this agreement, and earnest 
engagement towards a deeper, longer-term 
agreement that further removes Iran’s nuclear 
capacity. We must make clear that there will 
be swift and severe consequences should Iran 
deviate from the agreement. And, we must 
continue to aggressively counter their ter-
rorism threat, meddling in the security affairs 
of the region, and abuse of human and reli-
gious rights. 

We must maintain a strong posture towards 
the Iranian regime, as they have done nothing 
to earn the trust of the United States, or the 
western world in general. Iran remains a threat 
to regional and global security, and we must 
not neglect or forget that. 

Implementing this agreement and pursuing 
any longer-term accord must be done with 
open eyes to the real threat that Iran has been 
and continues to be. 

f 

CONGRESSIONAL PROGRESSIVE 
CAUCUS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. POCAN) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader. 

Mr. POCAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today on behalf of the Congressional 
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